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REMARKS 

Applicant wishes to thank Bxamkust Hopkins fi>r his time and courtesy m conducting 
flie felephcHiic interview on May 27, 2003. 

Claims 1-35 wetc origioally pending in the application. Claims 1-8, 13-15, and 26-35 
are rejected. Claims 9-12 arc objected to. Claims 16-25 are allowed. Claims 1, 5-9, 11, 15, 
26, 28-33» and 35 have been amended. New claims 36-54 have been added. Clsums 1-54 ate 
now pending in the application. Favorable reoo<nsi<feration and allowance of ^lis aj^lication 
is respectfully requested in li^t of the following remiaiks. 

I, Claon Rejections Undl^ 35 U.S.C. §112 

Claim 26 (and hence corre^onding dependent claims 27-32) were cejected because 
the limitation "the secondary fdter media" lacks antecedent basis. Appiicam fasts amended 
claim 26 to overcome this rejection. 

IL ^Summary of Telephonic Interview 

Prior to addressing the individual claim rejections over prior art. Applicant will first 
provide a snromary of the telephonic interview of May 27, 2003. During the interview. 
Applicant &ad the Examiner agreed that none of the cited prior art teaches or suggests, either 
done or in combinatioxv the following: I) a secondary filter having a filter media that 
inchides beads made of silica ceramic, metaL, glass, a diatomaceous earth, aiul zeolite; and 2) 
a primary filter and a secondary filter disposed immediately downstream of the jKimaxy filter, 
wherein the secondary filter has a filter media including beads. 

The Examiner further informed Applicant during the interview that the Diachuk 
re&rence discloses pellets^ which are equated to beads as origifially claimed in the presenl 
application. 

m. Claim Rejections Under 35 U.S.C. §102 

Claims 1, 2, 5. 6, 7, 13, 15, 26, 28, 29, and 33-35 are rejected under 35 USC 102 as 
being anticipated by at least one of the Diachuk, More, and Rohrer references. 
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A. Independent Claim 1 and Coiresponding Dependent Claiins 

The Office Action rejects independent claim I as being anticipated by each of More, 
Diachuk, and Rohrca:. Claim 1 has been amended to recite fliat the secondary JfiJter includes 
beads selected from the group condsting of silica, ceramic, metal, glass, adiatomaceous 
earHi, md zeolite. As discussed during the telei^omc interview, none of th& cited references 
teach or suggest this clmm Umitation. 

Accordingly, Applicant asserts that irtd^oideat daim 1 and txarespoadang dependeitf 
claims 2-15 arc dlowable over the cited prior art 

B. Independent dmm 16 and Corresponding Pependeat Claims 

The Office Action rejects independent claim 26 as being anticipated by each of More, 
Diachuk, and Rohrer. Claim 26 has been amended to recite the stc^ of ou^utting the primary 
airfiow directly into a filter media of tiie secondary filtei that includes filtering beads. As 
discussed during the telephonic interview, none of the cited leforeoces teacii or suggest this 
claim limitation. 

Accordingly, Applicant asserts that independent claim 26 and corresponding 
dependent claims 27-32 arc allowable over the cited prior art. 

C. Independait Claim 33 and Conegjonding Dependent Claims 

The Office Action rqects independent claim 33 as heiag anticipated by each of More, 
Dlachuk, and Rohrer. Claim 33 has been amended to recited that ttie secondary filter 
includes a bed of filtering beads that receives the once-filtered air fi-om the primary filter and 
cntr^ airborne particles to outpnt at least twice-filtered air towards the outlet. This claim 
notably does not require that the secondary filter be disposed immediately downstream of the 
primary filter. The claim does, however, require that the beads entrap airborne particles. 

Applicant Diachuk^s pellets la filter unit 108 attract gaseous contarainants and read 
with the pisses by an oxidation process to neutralize the odors and conta min ants (Col. 5, 
lines 22-25> italics added for emphasis). Diachuk*s pellets thus do not entrap airborne 
impurities. Furthermore, Diachuk teaches away from entrapping airborne particles witfi the 
disclosed pellets because, if tiie airborne particles are not removed prior to the air reaching 
filter 108, the airbome particles would coat the pellets and prevent the pellets fiom reacting 
with gaseous contaminants. 
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Accocdlngly, AppUcant asserts that claim 33 and comesponding dependent daim 34 
are viewable over the cited references. 

D. Independent Claim 35 

The Office Acti<Mi rgects indepesndrait claim 35 as being anticipated by Moore, 
Diachuk, and Rohrer. Claim 35 has been amended to recite that the second filter has a filter 
media including filter beads, and wherein air can pass ftom the first filter to the second fiftet 
without passing through any other air filters. As discussed during the telephonic mterview* 
the only reference diat arguable discloses filter beads is iMachtik. However, EHacbtlk 
discloses another filter 103 intezposed between primary filter 37 and fite 108 (liiat includes 
the pellets). Acooidingly, air is incapable of passing fiiom the primary fater37 to filter 108 
without first passing through any other air fillers. None of l3ie cited references^ alone or in 
combination, teach or suggest this otaim limiiafion. 

Accoidingly, Applicant asserts that clahn 35 is allowable over the Mted prior art. 

IV. Claim 29 

Applicant notes &al claim 29 is deemed rejected on the cover page of the Office 
Action. However^ AppUcanJt was unable to locate a substantive injection of claim 29 in the 
Office Action, Claim 29 depends indirectly from claim 26, and recites that filtering beads are 
porons, and that step (D) fijTther comprises the step of absoibing impurities from the primary 
airflow into the beads. As discussed ^cyve, Diacfauk's beads do not absoib impurities firom 
the airflow. Moreover, indq)endcnt claim 26 provides aifficieot basis for the pateniability of 
dependent claim 29. 

Accoidio^, AppHcant asserts that claim 29 is allowable over the cited references. 

V. Cbkim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §103 

Claims 3, 4, 14, and 27 are rejected as being unpatentable over Rohrer or Diachuk in 
view of Neitzel. Claims 3, 4, and U depend fiwm independent claim I and are thus allowable 

over the cited references for at least the reasons stated above for claim 1 - Claim 27 depends 
bota independent claim 26 and is Ihvis allowable over the cited references foi at lest the 
reasons stated above for claim 26. 
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Claims 7 and 30 are rejected as being iinpatentabie over Diachuk in view of Frazaer, 
Claim? depends from independent claim I and is thus allowable over the cited references. 
Claim 30 depends &om independent claim 26 and is thus aiiowable over the cited refeanences. 

VI. Allowable Subject Matter 

Applicant nates with appreciation the Examiner's indication that claims 9-12 contain 
allowable subject matter. Applicant asserts that the allowability of independent claim I 
piovides sufficient basis for tiie allowance of claims 9-1 2. Fonn^ aliorwamce of claims 9-12 
is therefore respectfiiUy requested. 

Applicant also notes with apun-ecialion the Examiniar's indicaUon that claims 31 and 
32 contain allowable subject matter, ^plicant asserts that ^c allowability of independent 
claim 26 piovides sufficient basis for the allowance of claims 3 1 and 32. Fotmat allowance 
of ciaizns 31 and 32 is therefore Tcspectfally requested. 

Applicant fhrdior notes with appjeciation liiat claims 1&-2S have been allowed. 

VIL New Claims 

Applicant has added new claims 36-38 that depend from independent claim 1, and are 
thus allowable over the cited prior art. 

Appllcaor has also added new claims 39-42 that dq;ieind fix)m mdcpendwit claim 26, 
and arc thus allowable over the cited prior art 

Applicant has sAiso added new claims 43-46 that comespond ^^eocEally to origtnal 
dependent claims 9-12, which hsve been deemed to contain allowable subject matter. 
Independent claim 43 differs from claim 9, however* in that the gaps between tihe filter 
entrap* rather than store, the additional impurities tiiereirL Allowance of claims 43-46 is 
respectfiiUy requested. 

Applicant has fitiither added new claims 47-54 &tat depend from indiependent claim 
33, and are thus allowable over the cited prior art 

VKII. Conclusion 

Applicant therefore respectfully asserts that all rejections and objections cited by the 
Examine have been ov^ome. Accordingly, the ^plication is in condition for allowance, 
and a Notice of AUowance is earnestly sorted. 
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The Comraissioner is hereby authorized to deduct the $426 fee 'mcluding a $342 fee 
for the addition of nineteen claims greater than twenty and a $84 fee for the addition of one 
(I) independent damis greater than Ibrce, along with any other fees arising fiom this or any 
other communication, from deposit account No- 1 7-0055. The Examiner is invited to contact 
the undersigned at the telephone number appearing below if such would advance fee 
pFcraecuticoL of this application. 

Respectfully submitted, 
Kyle A. Btownell, et ad- 

Adam J. F<Hm^ 
Reg. No. 46,707 
Attorney for Applicant 
Quartes & Brady 

411 E. Wisconsin Avenue, Suite 2040 
Milwaukee WI 53202-4497 
(414)277-5405 

MKE\54l7200.doc 
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